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ABSTRACT 

The paper C scribes a case-by-case reintegrating 
strategy for transfer of special education students to less 
restrictive environments (RLE) stressing "transenvironmental 
programming" (TP), student-directed interventions, and collaborative 
consultation. Implementation involved 10 experimental subjects and 10 
controls who were elementary grade children with behavior disorders 
originally enrolled in a special school. Transenvironmental 
programming focuses on acquisition of skills deemed critical for 
success, and the transfer of these skills from "training" to "target 11 
environments. TP comprises four phases: environmental assessment, 
intervention and preparation, promoting transfer across settings, and 
evaluation in the target environment. Each experimental and control 
student's most disturbing behavior was identified and an intervention 
was implemented, involving a teacher-student contract and monitoring 
either :hrough interval recording or product inspection. 
Implementation of the TP process required 10 weeks at the special 
school and 8 weeks in the LRE school. Meetings with LRE and special 
school teachers set goals for student behavior, and repeated data 
collection during intervention led to consideration of the student's 
transfer to the LRE. Postentry intervention involved two final data 
collections, an individualized education program meeting, classroom 
observations, teacher ratings, and student-teacher interviews. All 10 
of the experimental students but only five of the control students 
exited the special school for a less restrictive environment (either 
mainstream or special class in a regular school) . (DB) 
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Abstract 



Few special education teachers, administrators, teacher-trainers, or 
researchers are satisfied with the frequency with which students with 
d1sab111tes are transitioned Into less restrictive educational settings. For 
many special education professionals the question 1s not whether these 
children should be prepared for reintegration, but how to do 1t 1n a 
professionally responsible manner. Although some recently have suggested that 
large numbers of handicapped pupils, Including those with behavior disorders, 
may be moved en masse Into less restrictive environments, such an idea 
currently lacks empirical validation. In this article we describe an 
alternative strategy. Referred to as case-by-case reintegration, 1t was 
Implemented as part of an Investigation Involving 20 children with behavior 
disorders enrolled 1n a special school. Findings suggest the strategy was 
effective. However, study limitations place constraints on Interpretations. 
Implications for future research on reintegration are discussed. 
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Since the U.S. Department of Education's first child count in 1976-1977, 
the number of students served under the Education for All Handicapped 
Children's Act and Chapter 1 has grown each year, with an Increase of 712,688 
children, or 16%, from 1976-1977 to 1986-1987 (see U.S. Department of 
Education, 1988, Table 1, p. 4). It 1s likely that this burgeonnlng number 
reflects, to some extent, more than a decade of effort to provide disabled 
children with appropriate education. However, there 1s increasing sentiment 
that too many pupils are being placed in special education (e.g., Gerber & 
Semmel, 1984; U.S. Department of Education, 1984). Two factors are often 
cited as further explanation for rising special education enrollments. One 1s 
that regular educators are referring more and more nonhandi capped pupils for 
evaluation and possible special education placement (e.g., Research for Better 
Schools, 1986; 1988). The other is that children 1n special education 
programs Infrequently are transitioned Into less restrictive environments, 
Including regular classrooms where they may be decertified (e.g., 
Anderson-Inman, 1987; Weather ly & Upsky, 1977). 
Barriers to Reintegration 

In an article entitled, "The Yoke of Special Education: How to Break It," 
Gartner and Upsky (1989) placed all blame on special education for the 
Infrequency with which reintegration is undertaken. According to these 
critics, special education militates against reintegration through its 
preoccupation with "turf" (p. 7) and apparent "bounty hunting" (p. 7) as well 
as by the Incompetence of special education teachers (d. 22) who fail to set 
instructional goals for their students (p. 33). While these factors may 



constitute barriers to reintegration 1n some places, we believe there are 
additional reasons, at least as Important, which do not carry with them an 
explicit or covert denigration of special education as a profession. One such 
explanation 1s that the reintegration process has often been misconceived. 
That 1s, there has been a widespread and, we believe, Incorrect belief that 
successful reintegration depends mostly, 1f not solely, on the positive 
attitude and goodwill of the regular clissroom teacher. 

Regular teachers ' attitude . To be sure, there 1s evidence suggesting 
many regular educators harbor negative attitudes toward pupils with 
disabilities (e.g., Alexander & Strain, 1976; Efron & Efron, 1967; Fine, 1967; 
Sickling A Theobald, 1975; Shotel, Iano, & McGettigan, 1972). Typically, this 
finding has been interpreted to mean that reintegration efforts are doomed 
unless regular educators' negative attitudes are softened. For example. 
Donaldson (1980) has written, "Until disabled [students] are seen as 
Individuals who, like all [students], have differing skills, Interests, and 
personality traits, the ultimate outcome of legislation mandating 
Integration... will be unpredictable" (p. 504). This popular 
conceptualization has been the rationale for many preservice and 1nserv1ce 
activities as well as research efforts (see Donaldson, 1980), aiming to 
Improve regular educators' perceptions of students with disabilities. 

Failure of skills to transfer . While attitude 1s no doubt important, we 
believe Its salience has been overplayed. As a consequence, two more basic 
factors have received less attention than they deserve. First, skills taught 
In more restrictive settings are often not crucial for adaptation 1n less 
restrictive environments. Thus, students are not always prepared for transfer 
to a less restrictive setting. Second, and maybe more Important, regardless 
of the relevance of skills taught 1n more restrictive settings, they 



frequently fall to transfer to classes closer to the mainstream (e.g., 
Anderson- I nman, Walker, & Purcell, 1984; Hundert, 1982; Thorpe, Chiang, & 
Daren, 1981; Wehman, Abramson, & Norman, 1977). 

Why do skills fail to transfer? There are probably multiple reasons, 
most of which arise from important differences distinguishing the more and 
less restrictive educational settings. Instruction 1n resource, for example, 
is usually different in content and format from that found 1n regular 
classrooms. Similarly, Instructional materials are often unique, student 
groupings are smaller, and reinforcement densities are higher in resource 
classrooms. These discontinuities are not accidental. Again 1n resource, 
most deviations from regular class curricula and methods have been Implemented 
purposely to promote more efficient acquisition of skills. It is precisely 
this deviation that 1s supposed to make special education "special." 
Unfortunately, 1t is also this deviation that may interfere with the transfer 
of skills across settings. 

Thus, while some special education students are not specifically prepared 
for reintegration, others, who are taught pertinent skills and who do move 
Into less restrictive settings, often do not demonstrate competence and 
conduct appropriate for their new classrooms. Understandab:y, teachers of 
such classrooms tend to view these children as unprepared. We believe it is 
this perceived unpreparedness, rather than teachers' a priori bias against 
handicapped pupils, that contributes to a negative view of reintegration. 
Transenvlronmental Programming 

In an effort to address these barriers, Anderson- I nman and her colleagues 
(e.g., Anderson- I nman, 1981; Anderson- I nman, Walker, & Purcell, ;m) have 
developed "transenvlronmental programming" (TP). The crux of this approach 
focuses on acquisition of skills deemed critical for success in less 
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restrictive settings and the transT r of these skills from "training" to 
"target" environments. TP comprises four phases: environmental assessment, 
intervention and preparation, promoting transfer across settings, and 
evaluation in the "target" environment. These phases, described more fully 
below, seem to represent a logical and efficient process of reintegration. 
However, they vary considerably in terms of their detail and prescriptiveness. 
For example, whereas Anderson- I nman et al. (1984) have developed imaginative 
and methodolgically sound procedures to conduct the first phase of TP (i.e., 
environments 1 assessment), activities associated with subsequent phases are 
less detailed or rigorously tested. Additionally, TP has not yet addressed 
seriously the interactional process by which teachers in "training" and 
"target" settings coordinate their reintegration effort. 
Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to build on the work of Anderson-Inman and 
her colleagues by developing and refining a reintegration process that results 
in special education students' successful ad*otation to less restrictive 
settings. Toward this end, we embedded TP into a larger collaborative process 
of consultation and constructed student- directed classroom interventions that 
might transfer across setti rgs. In contrast to prior work on t Pj wh ich has 
involved resource classrooms, we implemented our reintegrative prjcess with 
behaviorally disordered students in a separate school in hopes of facilitating 
their successful enrollment in educational programs in -egular buildings. 

Method 

Setti ng 

The school district in which this study was conducted relies on separate 
schools to educate many of its students with more severe disabilities. Thus, 
there is a school predominantly for students with physical disabilities, three 
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schools for children with mental handicaps, and one for those with behavior 
disorders. The school for behaviorally disordered students, hereafter 
signified by the fictitious title "School D," began in 1976. Over the years, 
many in the district have come to view School D's program as ineffective and 
its students as incorrigible, with the result that teachers in less 
restrictive settings have sometimes been reluctant to help reintegrate School 
D pupi Is. 

During 1987-1988, the year in which this study was conducted, School D 
served 85 pupils. Their chronological age (CA) ranged from 5 to 13, 60% were 
black, and 98% received free lunch. They were assigned to one of 12 teachers 
who ran self-contained classes for 6 to 10 students. Student assignment was 
based on a combination of CA and academic skill level, since School D was an 
ungraded setting. Although School D teachers were encouraged to use a 
day-long structured token economy, informal observation indicated that this 
was not always the case. 
Participants 

School D teachers . Eignt School D teachers, including seven females, 
taught pupils ranging in age from 9 to 13. The teachers were asked to 
identify children who were ready for reintegration, or would be ready given 
appropriate preparation for a leas restrictive placement. Twenty students 
were nominated. ThG teachers then were informed that we were able to help 
reintegrate only half this number. They were asked to agree to a randomly 
selected subgroup of 10 students, with whom we would work and who, in effect, 
would constitute the experimental group. Whereas the proposed number of 10 
was acceptable to School D staff, the random selection procedure was not. 
Seven teachers selected 10 pupils: five chose one each; one identified two 
students; and one selected three for transfer to a least restrictive 
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environment (LRE). Although only half of t^e 20 pupils selected for 
reintegration were designated "experimentals," we and School D staff agreed 
that the teachers should endeavor to reintegrate all originally nominated 
students. The 10 children with whom we would jiot work were "controls." 

E xperimental and control students . Despite that experimental and control 
students were not selected randomly, evidence suggests the two groups were 
comparable. Table 1 displays a series of similar group nieans for such diverse 
measures as reading comprehension, number of grade levels behind current 
placement in math and reading, teacher ratings and systematic observations of 
classroom behavior, student self-ratings, and proportions of male and black 
pupils. Moreover, experimentals and controls were not distinguishable in 
terms of average performance on individually-administered IQ tests (M = 78.78, 
SD = 16.40 for experimentals; M = 79.17, SD = 16.01 for controls), t (13) = 
-.05, ns. 



Insert Table 1 about here 



These data substantiate our impression that many teachers employed 
different, and sometimes contradictory, criteria when assigning students to 
experimental and control groups. Teachers' informal remarks suggested that, 
whereas some students were routed to the experimental group because they were 
perceived as relatively weak candidates for reintegration, and required 
project assistance to make a successful transition, others were selected for 
the group because of their comparative readiness to leave School D and because 
the project was seen as a "fast track" to an LRE. 

Each experimental and control student's most disturbing behavior was 
identified by his or her teacher. Among the 20 students, four were described 
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Transenvironmental program^ ( TP ) , As de , cHhert Tn _ , 

— , r cumpr ibtfb TOUT 

Phases. the f 1rst of wMch isenuironrcentaiesse^. Since u „ assumed 
that effective preparation for the LRE can be acco»p,ished best by first 
identify the behaviora] a „ d acata1c expKtatjons ^ m ^ ^ 

Purpose of the first phase is to ascertain the specific *,„, and behaviors 
quired for success in the LRE Cass™. This know,e d ge can then be used to 
Plan the content of instruction in the present specie, education setting. 

^ second phase , i ntervention and preparation, the specie, educator 
teaches the ski„s identify during the preceding phase as critica, for 
-cess in the LRE. N ext, in pro^ tr^ ^ i& „. specja , 
education teacher helps ensure that the reintegrating student actua„y oses 
h.s or her „e> , acpuired sRiiis in the LRE. nna„y, jn the four(h ^ 
i-iHition in^he LRE, multivarl0us data ^ f> ^ ^ ^ ^ ' 
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socially. See Anderson-Inman MQfti- i qoa s . , 

mman uysi, 1986) and Anderson- Jnman, Wa^er, and 

Purcell (1984) for details. 
Reintegration Process 

The reintegration process incorporated these interventions into a larger 
P-ess Of co„ a borat,ve acti, ty a.ong the schoo, D and LRE teachers and the 

Its genera, purpose was to ensure responsive reintegration. That is 
U a,«d to get students out of Schoo, D . but ,„ a nanner that both prepared 
^ for the academic and nonacade.c demands of the LRE and readied the LRE 
HiChers for the students' u„ip ue .earning and management needs. On average 
the process ran 10 and 8 weeks in Schoo, D and the LRE, respective ,y. 
Overa,,, it reared approximate , y 10 hours of Schoo, D teachers' t,« 8 
hours for LRE teachers. As for the RAs, they spent an average 2 0 hour! per 
student totaled across the ,8 weeks. EinaHy. the reintegration process 
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subsumed 10 phases. Following is a brief description of ^ D ... , „ r 

. ^ mhu l_r\l_ 

teachers' and RAs' respective response ,U,es at each step a,o„ g the way. 

° r,entat '° n - ThC Sen10r auth ° r three RAs met with the entire School 
D staff (a) to describe the reintegration rationale and process, (b) to 
Canfy the roles of participating School 0 teachers, vet-to-be identified LRE 
teachers, and the RAs, (c! to explain how the collection of certain data 
throughout the project would strengthen reintegration efforts, and (d) to 
request the selection of studen s appropriate for reintegration and, for each 
candid-te, identification of possible LRE placements. 

2£H conection «. Each Sch00l „ teacher fina , j2ed selection of 
student(s) to be reintegrated and, for each candidate, identified an 
appropriate LRE. The teachers also shared extant standards and informal 
test d„ta with their RA , and carefully defined the one problem behavior of 
each student, which, ,f remedied, would lead to the greatest improvement in 
the student's classroom conduct. (This "target" behavior eventually would 
becme a focal point for .he already described teachur- student contract and 
monitoring procedures.) Concurrently, the RA conducted an ecological inventory 
(see Fuchs, Fernstrom, Reeder, | G nma„, 198£! _ f th , School ^ 

classroom and two 15-mi„ute observations of the student, using a systematic 
procedure described below. Addition*,*, the RA conducted a teacher interview 
'see Fuchs. i W , M obtajned , u ^ er . cm ., Uui ^ ^ 

Checklist (described below) on the reintegration candidate. Finally the RA 
contacted the identified LRE teacher to arrange a, "M-Team meeting." 

H-Ieam Heetinj. Pr1 or to this first meeting between the two teachers 
the School D teacher and RA developed and rehearsed an argument for Lhe 
student's reintegration. At the start of the meeting, always held at the 
district's centra, office, the RA described the genera, purpose of the 
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project. The School D teacher then presented data describing the student's 
current academic performance and scnool behavior. He or she was coached to 
present a generally optimistic picture, but also to characterize the pupil 
accurately and honestly, describing current strengths and weaknesses. The LRE 
teacher then discussed his or her classroom in terms of expectations or 
standards for academic performance and classroom behavior. 

Based on the- descriptions of student and LRE, the teachers evaluated 
the appropriateness o, the LRE for the pupil. If the teachers agreed there 
was a match, or agreed on the likelihood of a match (assuming the 
effectiveness of certain remedial activities in School D), then a timeline for 
reintegration was determined and a new IEP was developed and signed. The RA 
made certain that School D administrators r.otified district staff of the 
meeting's outcome, while the School D teacher began use of the teacher-student 
contract and monitoring procedures. Goals set for student behavior reflectec 
an estim? <on of the LRE teacher's expectation for classroom conduct. On 
average, this intervention lasted 3 to 4 weeks in School D. 

Data collection #2. Following 2 to 3 weeks of the intervention, the RA 
conducted two 15-minute post-intervention observations of the student's target 
behavior in School D. During two more observations of equal duration in the 
LRE, the RA determined the frequency with which the candidate's problem 
behavior was displayed by two randomly- selected same-sex pupils. The' RA also 
conducted an intennew with the LRE teacher and an ecological inventory of the 
LRE classroom. 

Mlniegration Manning Meeting. The RA presented to the School D and LRE 
teachers in attendance a set of objectives for the meeting, and then shared 
the data collected in the preceding phase. Using this information, 
participants searched for possible discrepancies between the student's current 
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a - dt "- ronnaiive anu i.ur r ebpunai ng lkl stanaaras as we. 1 1 as 

important disjunctions between the settings in terms of curricula, materials, 
student grouping, rules and rewards, and so forth. If differences were found, 
the teachers and RA discussed pre-entry (School D) and post-entry (LRE) 
activities that could help "close the gap." For example, if it was determined 
that the student had met the goal for appropriate behavior in School D, but 
that the frequency of this behavior still was too high for the LRE, a revised, 
more ambitious goal was developed and made part of the pre-entry intervention. 

Pn-egtry intervention, if necessary, the School D teacher continued the 
teacher-student contract and student self-monitoring intervention and, with 
help from the RA who often supplied LRE books and assignments in various 
academic areas, incorporated LRE curricula and materials where possible. 
Concomitantly, the LRE teacher discussed with his or her class the imminent 
arrival of the School D pupil, and made whatever physical modifications were 
thought necessary, as in the case of one LRE teacher who constructed a special 
work station for the incoming student (and, eventually, for several other 
nonhandicapped student) for independent seatwork. The RA during this phase 
endeavored to facilitate communication between teachers and was supposed to 
collect student progress data in School D to share periodically with the LRE 
teacher. 

Data collection #3. Just hefore the student's transfer to the LRE, the 
RA administered to the student the Comprehensive Communications/Reading 
Program, a locally developed criterion measure, and Self-Perception Profile 
for Children (Harter, 1985). The RA also interviewed the School D teacher and 
obtained a completed post-intervention Revised Behavior Problem Checklist. 
Immediately following reintegration, the RA observed the student during two 
20-minute observations n the LRE and obtained ir om the LRE teacher a 
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completed Revised Behd.no' Prohlero Checklist. 

Post-entry, intervention. The RA explained to the LRC teacher how the 
student self-mcnitoring intervention worked, with the expectation that fis 
teacher would help the student implement it In the LRE. I„ weekly meecngs 
with this teacher, the RA explored (a) whether the problem behavior, first 
identified in school D, was still an appropriate target for intervene, or 
if a different behavior had superceded it in importance, and lb) whether the 
teacher was implementing the intervene and, if so, with what success. When 
necessary, the RA helped with adaptations of the intervention and encouraged 
coranunication between the LRE and School 0 teachers when appropriate. At each 
weekly m-eting, the RA obtained from the teacher two global Likert-type 
ratings: one reflecting the student's overall academic progress; the other 
signifying the appropriateness of the student's classroom behavior. On 
average, the reintecretlve effort lasted 8 weeks in the LRE. 

Data collection #4. The RA conducted two final 20-minute observations of 
the student, these representing post-intervention observations in the LRE, and 
interviewed the student to determine his or her degree of adjustment to the 
new setting. Additionally, the RA interviewed the LRE teacher and requested 
completion of a post- intervention Revised Behavior Problem Checklist. 

if? Heetua. Apnroximately 2 months following development df the 
student's reintegration IEP, a follow-up meeting was convened in which the LRE 
teacher, parents, and the RA participated. The LRE teacher described the 
student's progress in terms of the IEP goals with help from the RA who shared 
pertinent observation, interview, teacher rating, and Intervention-related 
monitoring data. Where necessary, ,EP goals were revised and rewritten with 
input from meeting participants. 
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Measures 

Measures and data-collection procedure, inri,,^ ^ ... . c . 

experimental and control students as well as nonhandicapped peers in the LRE 
School D and LRE teacher ratings of experimental and control pupils' problem' 
behavior, and interviews with students and teachers. Such activity 
constituted a modest multi-method, multi-person approach to project 
evaluation. 

- bserVdti0ns - The RAs > "ho conducted all observations, used a 
time-interval recording procedure, whereby they were Instructed by audiotape 
to look at a student for 8 seconds, and then record for I seconds. 
Observations focused on only experimental or control students' target, or 
problem, behavior. The students were observed on eight occasions: four 
15-minute observations in School D (twice at pre- and twice at 
post-intervention) and four 20-minute observations in the LRE (two times each 
at pre- and post-intervention), m 2 hours of training with interval 
recording, the RAs demonstrated interrater agreement of .87 (number of 

agreements divided by aareementc n i„c h,v,„ 

oy agreements plus disagreements on an interval-by-interval 

basis). A "blind" observer was matched with the RAs for 15% of 
pre-intervention observations in School D and LRE . Mean interrater agreement 
was .91 and .85 in the two settings, respectively. Disagreements were 
resolved through discussion. (See Puchs, in press, for .ore detail about the 
observation system.) 

leacher rati-as. The Revised Behavior Problem Checklist (RBPC; Quay S 
Peterson, 1983) was completed by School 0 and LRE teachers, on a pre- and 
post-intervention basis for experimental and control students. The RBPC 
contains 89 items, 77 of which constitute six independent scales: Conduct 
Disorders, representing a dimenMon of aggressive, noncompliant, quarrelsome 
interpersonal* alienated, acting-out behavior; S^ci^ed Aggression , which 
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.easures a reject.cn cf authority; Attention Problems, « flect1na rt ,e., 
concentration, perseverance, ^u.sivity. and c,rect 1 . n .f.,„win 9; Anxiety 
Sithdraw,, subsuming character, sties of anxiety, depression, fear cf ,.„„„ 
social inferiority, and self-concern; Psychotic Behavior renting to overt 
psychosis and reined language dysfunctions; and Motor Tens^-Excess, 
involving gross motor behavior and motoric tension. 

Student and ^e^ ijneryjews. Fol1o „, ng post . jnterventj0 „ .„ 
the LRE, the RAs conducted brief, individual, structured interviews with 
experimental and control students and School 0 and LRE teachers. Questions 
for the students prcbed their adjusts in the LRE as we,, as their 
perceptions of both educational en„ronme„ts Among options asked of .he 
teachers was this request: 

"Distribute 100 points among student, School 0 teacher, district 
administration, and LRE teacher categories to indicate the relative 
importance of each to the successful reintegration of School 0 students?" 

Results 

L.RE Pla cements 

AH 10 experimental students exited School 0 before the end of the school 
year. One entered a mainstream classroom; the remaini„ 9 nine were placed in 
full-day special education programs in regular school bui, dings. Of these 
nine students, one was enrolled in a program for children with moderate or 
severe mental retardation, four went to programs for beha.iorally disordered 
Pupils, and four entered resource classrooms. As for the original group of ,0 
control students, five remained in school 0. Among the five who departed, a„ 
were placed in full-day special education classes housed in regular school 
bu.,di„ 9 s. one student entered a classroom for children with behavior 
disorders, four were enrolled ,„ full-time resource programs. 
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y w " r,M " ,L ' v -" , Ul luntful P"Pi 's on whom data are presented in 

the next sect 10 n reflects this fact that comparatively few exited from School 
D. This, of course, reduces the genera 11 zabi 11 ty of our findings. 
Students 1 Behavior jmd Adjustment across Educational Settlings 

Observation s. Table 2 displays percentages of intervals during whic^ 
experimental and control students displayed target behavior in School D and 
the LRE at pre- and post-intervention. A three-way ANOVA revealed a group 
(experimental vs. control) by school site (School D vs. LRE) interaction 
approaching significance, F (1, 10) = 4.28, £ = .065. Averaged across pre- 
and post-intervention, experimental students' behavior was virtually the same 
in School D (M = .14, SD = .13) and LRE (M = .13, SO - .14). By contrast, 
control pupils' behavior appeared more disruptive in the LRE (M = .23, SD = 
.12) than in Sch'-ol D (M = .08, 5D = .01). 



Insert Table 2 about here 



Teacher £atuigs . Table 3 shows means and standard deviations of School D 
and LRE teachers' ratings for both groups at pre- and post-intervention. A 
three-way ANOVA indicated a group by site by trial ( pre vs. post) interaction 
that approached significance, F (l, 12) = 3.66, p = .08. For experimental 
pupils, LRE teachers' ratings tended to become more positive from presto-post, 
while School D teachers' ratings of this group remained unchanged. A 
different pattern was associated with the controls; that is, LRE teachers' 
ratings became more negative, despite that School D teachers' ratings 
indicated a strong positive shift. 
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Insert Table 3 about here 



Student lDi enhews. Table 4 provides means and standard deviations of 
students' responses to questions exploring the degree of adjustment at School 
D and the LRE. A three-way ANOVA revealed a significant main effect for 
group, F (1, 12) = 5.74, p < .05. Across interview questions and school 
sites, experimental students' responses were reliably more positive (M = 4.15, 
SO = .55) than control pupils' answers (M = 3.28, SD = .77). 



Insert Table 4 about here 



There also was a significant group by site interaction, F (1, 12) = 7. 39, 
£ < .05. Scheffe analysis indicated that experimental were more positive 
about the LRE (M = 4.25, SO = .76) than controls (M = 2.81, SO = 1.14). 
Figure l displays this interaction. 



Insert Fiqure 1 about here 



eric 



Wh°js Responsible for Reintegrate SEP student., 

Means and standard deviations of teacher responses to this question are 
presented in Table 5. A two-way AtjOVA resulted in a significant M ,„ effect 
for response, F (3, 631 = 8.45, p < .05. Scheffe analysis reeled that 
across school 0 and LRE teacher ratings, students (H . 35.83, SD . 19.08) and 
LRE teachers (M . 26.57, SD . 12.38) were identified as s, S „,f,cant1y ^re 

responsible for successful reintegration than central a^inistration IH . 
1Z.Z2, SD = 9 .21 ) - 

£0 
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Insert Table 5 about here 



Di scussion 



T ne purpose of this study was to , 

uay was t0 evaluate the »ffo.»- 
^integration process comh,n- ef fectiver,.ss of a 

P ocess combining transenvironmenta 1 nr« 
student- directed interventions d Wmivg, 

valuation contained several ^ "Nation. However, the 

sever*) important methodo loqica 1 u •* 
necessari ly prevent us from """tations, which 

' dna control grouDs <:*r a 
^integration of only half th ' ' dUe 1n ^ to the 

y nalf the controls the n f„ 
- Third, the degree ' * f ° r ™W "«fs« C4 , contrasts 

y ee °> disruptive K h^w,*« 
^L RE pro b ab, ywasaffectedb obtained in School D and in 

y ° Ur ""nodology- that i, 
>nter» al recording »• that ,s, we suspect the time 

— in both ,TOted SeVerU ' " ~ 

— 9 -ay have been ~* " 

«»«t data on the freeze, and F<>Urth ' " *'«*««Hy 

— Panted th c] ^ S — - — schoo, D and UE 

— treaty IT 5 " fnterVentf0nS " ^ — - 
— £y across tethers b ^ '' * "~ « ' 

f ""-«P of rei„te 9 rated p up)ls 7 ""'^ " -» conduct a 
-P«t of the reinteor.tion proces " ^ " ** '° n ^™ 

- — ce o f our rei„te 9 r at ,, e prK JZ ^ 

«ited scnoo, D on,v h „ "' " e ^''*»t a , 
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experimental were siqmfTranti 

significantly and dramatical,* mn, 0 

adjustment in the LRE than ' ^ their 

lkl man were reintpnr^t^^ 

wo nons ,„ if , ant amt ^^ 

LRE teachers' rati nnc , i n ^he LRE. Second, 

z irir — — — » ~~ 
- ... .,«„,., ,„,„.,. ~ - — 

and (b) a pr0C ess ... . ansferable classroom interventions 

-ith which treatment* * """ e ' " the 

tmen " are COnduct ". to the overai, , short a „ d . 
outcomes of the reintegrate process f„ 9 " term) 

— tors iote.s L i t ""^ 

b , lton o U , alsouMerstandfhatUwas 

~ -h oeha.or .sorj I" theMS - 

"~ - « 9 ooe we a V ^ ^ " rei ° te9 '"'°" 

--Pel;:: ; rU '" th " — -ire Prices of a 
into LREs. ~* M "» -» 0. 

Put another way, establishing a successful „■ . 
- -chers fee, co„fort,,e a , ^Z^I 7^ ~ " 
~ - — sk i„ s , 

"~—t fr M teachers i„ more and , ess r i„ " 

BUlt ,,, se process (see crT 9sas 
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Baylor,, D)sorders , 6 ^ 

'»«». an. Kau„ ma „ „, press , ,„ ' f °^™> ™ 

p '" the "ew that, at P res»nt ,h 
e»P>rKa. ly -va, idated , arge sc Pr " ent - th -* no 

y ^aie full-time mainstrpaminn . 

""dents with beha^r disorder, r te9 ' eS '° r 

disorders. For SUC h chi Idren transfa 

—y-case approach , PPMrs the ^ " ' 

-bordered dhi,dre„ lnt0 LR£s . ~ E " ' " "°" "•"••'".n, 



ERIC 



Reintegration-21 



References 



A '««er, C. i str ai „, ,. s 

"'^capped Chi Idren a „, ,„ ' reV ' eW ° f CdUCators ' "t1t.de, toward 

SSall. i£. m-m. " nCePt " ma ' nStream( - in .the 

Anderson-Inman, L . (loan T 

liy 81 . TransenvTronmental nr«„ 
ln ^ re 9 u,ar class by max1m , . ^-mg: Rating success 

y ""aximizing the effect nf 

Tec^ 4 3 „ reS0Ur " ™" ' — - 
^rson-nron, L . , 1986) „ , A B " -' 3 " 12 - 

— * tr, nsfer 0 r ; ; 9 the w; student -— - 

A"«erson-; nma „, L „ a 

of skills across settings Ti*' ' P — ,e trans.er 

— • - -einetrl.;: 7^ 

Trap-Porter (Eds.), Focus h „ ' ^ ••$• Hill, . j. 

Braaten, s.R K4uff . ^ ~ Ji ~on (pp . I7 35) 

• Kauf f"ian, j.m Braaten ft » , 

fee&s. c^, 55 ;; ; tent med(cine - 

Council for Children with n.h ■ ~' 

8eha»,ora, Disorders. ( I989) p „ ... 
^ ^ular education ini t , ative Beh . ^ P ° S,t '° n on 

°-^h, (I980) . Cha „ gj ' ^^W^S^rs.U, 201 . 208 . 

Changing attitudes toward >,:>„., 
^analysis of research Excet . handicapped persons; a review 

»ron. R. E , „ iiaiioha. Children, 46, 504 . 5H 

& Efron, h.Y. (ig fi7) M — 1H * 

-"rdeo and an app, jcation ~ l " ™^ <-rd the 

a HM'lCatlOn With pH.ir** 

^ency, 72, ioO-107. iS^Oournj, of Menu, 



0 .;, • 

ERIC 



Pemtegration-22 



^- (1967). Attitudes of regular and 

educable mentally retards , h -.„ ^ ^ the 

'y retarded Chl Id. Exceptional ChUdren 33 429 «n 

Fuchs, D. (in DrPQQ, m • Sl» *2» 429-430. 

Press). Mainstream prer _, 
for difficult ,„ , u P r er v terral intervention 

"•cult-to-teach students. Years 1 and 2 In n , t „ 

W'ker (Eds ) In, M ' Shinn . * 

ltas -l. intervention. f or achievement .,„„ „ - 

Washington DC- NaTTT^ ~ J22!>]2£- 

Association of Schoo, Psychologists 
ruChs . 0- (1986). Structured interviews for , 

Nashvi„e, TN , 372 „3,' 328 " P ^ — niversit, 

Fuchs, 0., Fernstrom, p., Reeder 

ventorvfn Gi lman, s. (1987) . Ecological 
^SUSSLfSLSiS^SS classrooms (Avails,. « 

o.. Puchs 77777 — senior author -> 

» mv -"*» lo. 6 Bab** m u j „ 

^^--«.:^7^ ,, l• ,,,, ~' ,,,,,, - e • 

reform. In D. Fuchs 4 L S Puchs (d 

difficult, , L - S - FUChs Enhancing the education of 

difficult-to- teach children- Federaiiv 

C^a, issue] Except " ""^ " the ~ in "™ 

'ssuej. Exceptional r^H,^ 

Puchs, D., Fuchs, L., Bahr, M., Reeder P Gjlmn « 

Roberts H (in i • S -' Fern5tr »". S 

»» . H. (m press). Prereferra, interventidn to increae atte , 

« - — tivit, a TO „ g difficult-to-teach pupils 2 ^ 
Children . — Exceptional 

™. S . 0„ Fucks, G,,„,„, S . iReeder p 
Roberts, h. (in press). Prsreferral in, 
consultation: Mainstream As '"^ 
Partner A , Ll Assistance Teams. Acadetjj£ njerapjf . 

' S L,psk ^ D - K - IW89). The yoke of spec-a, „h 

iMJl- Chester, NV : N at,ona,"7 n trV E f^ ~ ~ 

H.H. . s—,. h , (1984) on Education and the Eccndmy. 

' (1984K ™cher as imperfect test- 
Re conceptuali 2i „g the referral 

referral process. Educational Psychologist, ». 



ERIC 25 



Re integration -23 

137-148. 
Skiing, E.E.,* Theobal 

» u *'* iin/5), Mainstreaminn. a« 

of saecial Education o , ' ° P 6ffect - The 
c 1 nidation, 9, 317-328. 

Hallahan, D.P., Llovd l v ■ 

H--, 0 ,., Mars J°-f^f^^.l.,-3, 

' K,J -' * L1 °yd, J.W. (1981) SPif 
9roup instruction- Fffpr* ''-recordi ng during 

on. Effects on attention to task i 
.Quarterly , 4, 413. Learrm^ D^abi_TUy 

Harter ' S. (1985).^,^ 

— - -versitT^r"^^^^ 
Hundert, J. f loop \ <- 

nw) . Some consideratinnc n * , 

u» ». of 
15. 73-80. ^ " a,nStreM - ^ Slssm2£ii 

Kauffman, j. M . (ln 

,nftiatwea SRe ~ 

M -ten S , O.K., p eters0 „ 

' L t, J.C. , S Cirone S Csoti T 
ptions of school-based interventions C ' 
213-223. iice^tional Chih^en, 53, 

Q ua *. H.C., & Peterson D R Mgo-m 

Research for Better schools. ( 19861 . . 

A Uth or. ^^^^^A-rica^ 

Research for Better Sch 
Shotel, j.r j 

* R ' P " &Mc Gettigan, J. F . {im) 

{iyu} - Teacher attitudes 



ERIC 2b 



Reintegration-24 



associated with the inteoration * 

C^en. 38, 677 -S83. ^^^^.Excat^ 

Thorpe, H.W., Chi ana R a n . 

' uman 9. b., & Darch. C 8 'iQfti\ n 

-B. ,1981). Programming generalisation 

Technojojy, 4, 15-23. " ' 38241 

U-S. Department of Education Sneri.i tJ 

itport to con cati °" PrC9rams - 119861 • aaa 

^on to Con^s on the J^pjen^tation of The Educating 
i^apHd Act. Washington, Author . ~ ~ ^ 

U.S. department of educate* <■ , 

-ducation. Special Education Programs tigoal ,„ 
report to Congress on th. ■ , annual 
-J- ^ «» ^JHj-HUt^ of The Education of the 

i^HEEed Act. Washington, DC: Author. ~ 

Weatherly, r, ( j Lipsky, M. (1977). street level bureaucrats and ' , 

*~ '—ting special education reform Z 1 „ ^ 
Review, 47, 171 . 197> 0nn ' i^i^ Idjjcnion^l 

SDPriAi ch ^- 'cvnew. _rhe Journa of 
^£££Lil Education , U, 215-231. I 



ERIC 



Table 1 

Cxper f «„ ta) m c tro] $ 



Variable 9 
CCRP 

Grade levels behind in math 
Grade levels behind in reading 

Observations 

Percent black c 

Percent ma led 

RBPC 

SPPC 

Scholastic 

Social acceptability 
Athletic competence 
Physical aopearance 
Behavioral conduct 
Global self. worth 
Teacher rating 
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Comparabi lity 




17.11 
15.22 
17.11 

18.56 
16.00 
17.67 
9.00 



(4.76) 
(3.93) 
(4.83) 
(3.05) 
i'4.21) 
(3.74) 
(2.50) 



16.86 
15.14 
16.86 
16.00 
15.29 
18.57 
9.86 



(5.01) 
(4.14) 
(4.02) 
(5.69) 
(5.59) 
(4.08) 
(2.73) 



.10 
.04 
.11 
1.16 
.29 
-.46 
.65 



bjtajjl. r ,„ School o^^e SSS'J!*' 2* 1 rabTTn^^ is < h < ™ 



»f these t , I r "' nSS f ™ 3 (3 
<-W, E secant. 

It ,,Ct ™ t! 2 - tai, "t=i.oo. 
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I 



to 

cn 
0> 




Site 

School D 
LRE 



Pre 



Post 



(SD) 



M 



(SD) 

•16 (.16) .11 (.14) 
• H ( ' 18 > .11 (.11) 



Control (n = 3) 



Pre 

!i (SD) m 



Post 



(SD) 



(.03) .05 (.01) 
• 18 ( '!3) .27 (.13) 
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i 

c 
o 




School D 
LRE 



Experimental (n = 10) 



23.40 (9.66) 
36.79 (31.96) 



20.90 (H.33) 
29.40 (16.83) 



Control (n = 4) 




26.75 (23.64) 
27.50 (10.47) 



12.00 (11.17) 
34.00 (19.16) 



30 



Table 4 

£xperimenta2_andj;ontr 0 i Students 




Question 



°" (1-not happy, 5 =very happy) 
How much are you like the kids at 

1 at an » 5=very much) 

How prepared do you feel to do well 
in your new school? (i= no t readv 
5=very ready) ready, 

Do you like your new srhnni i 



Experimental (n = io) 



School D 



M (SD) 



LRE 



~lL' M (SD) 



3.90 (1.29) 4.50 (1.27) 
3 ' 3 ° (1.64) 4.20 (1.23) 



4 ' 80 (.4^) 4.60 (. 



70) 



4 '20 (1.40) 3.70 (1.34) 



Control (n = 4) 



School D 



LRE 



— (SD) M_ (SD) 



42 5 (.96) 3.25 (2.06) 
2.25 (1.50) 2.00 (1.41) 



5.00 (.00) 3.25 (2. 



06) 



3 '50 (1.92) 2.75 (2.06) 
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Table 5 



^^^^^^ 

Reintegration of School n Students?" ~ 



Response 
Student 
School D 

Central Admini strati 
LRE Teachers 



on 



School 0 (a = 8) 
M (SD) 
40.00 (19.46) 
25.00 (10.35) 
11.88 (7.40) 
23.13 (9.32) 



LRE (a = 15) 

M (SD) 

33.60 (19.16) 

25.60 (12.52) 

12.40 (9. 21 ) 

28.40 (13.70) 
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Figure Caption 
Fi£ure 1. Student rat ln gs across interview questions. 
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